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then extend the termination date to 1992. The amendment we
are offering, which is what you would be voting on next ,
changes that date from 1992 back t o 1988 . Now I u nd e r s t a n d
Senator Wesely wants to make i t ' 8 9 which i s f i ne by m e.
The poin t I am mak ing i s t he essence of this bill, the sole
thing the bill does is continue the program that has been in
effect and has I think according to studies d one b y
o pponents a nd p r opo n en t s had th e hi ghest return on
investment of anything this state has ever invested in. It
has really been one of those things that you l ook back and
you say it has been an incredible success, and with that
said, I would urge you to adopt the amendment or listen to
Senator Wesely's motion to change it one more year.

PRESIDENT: The amendment to the amendment is on the desk.

CLERK: M r . Pr e s i d e n t , Senator Wesely would move to amend
the committee amendments. (Wesely amendment appears on
page 446 of the Legislative Journal.)

PRESIDENT: Senator Wesely.

SENATOR WESELY: Th a nk yo u , Mr. President. As Senator
DeCamp said, we are trying to just work out exactly how long
the program should go before we r e v i e w i t n ext . I t is
estimated that there is about $33 million left in school
weatherization projects that need t o be done ou t there
across t h e St at e o f N e b r a s ka . We h ave d one a b o u t
$13 million worth of projects so f a r . The r e t u r n on tha t
investment has been over 16 percent. T he sav i ng s we h a v e
resulted from in the s aving en e r gy , sa v in g t ax do l l a r s h a s
been a n i nc r ed i b l e investment return as Senator De Camp
talked about. S o it has been a big s u c cess . We hav e g o t
about $13 million done, 33 million more to go and we going
about $5 million a year is how much we can ge t d o ne . So we
really need about six more years and we are talking now
after the s u nset d ate here , si x mo r e ye ar s o f t h at
$5 million a year to make the $30 million we need to cover
the projects left out there. So really that is why the 1992
figure was first proposed. I think as Senator DeCamp said,
the committee cut it back to 1988. I d on ' t know why they
did that exactly but I would suggest rather than only a two
year extension, it has proven itself, the program that has
been there, let's go with three years, split the six year
difference in what we can identify as projects left and then
a couple of years from now again look at the program and see

440


